Abstract. This paper presents an account of the phenomenon of mental construal manifested in English expressions of stance through the distinction of clauses that are headed by subjects associated with two conceptual archetypes: participant (P) invoked by the first-person pronoun (I am certain that) and abstract setting (S) conveyed by anticipatory it (It is certain that). With recourse to the main theoretical points on the anchoring of linguistic meaning in the acts of speech activity (Leontiev A.A.), mental construal (Langacker R.), processes of discourse-driven conceptualization and categorization (Kubryakova E.S.) and with reference to discourse oriented studies of stance (Biber D., Finegan E., Kärkkäinen E.), the conducted analysis focuses on a corpus of about 350 examples that represent narrative and dialogic discourse in English-language fiction. As evidenced by linguistic data, the choice of stance expressions with P-and S-subjects is motivated, respectively, by the distinctions that arise in discourse between actual and mentally represented types of reality, the contrast between reference-making and viewing as types of cognitive events and the distinction between event-schemas and mental experiences. These discursively relevant distinctions are further shown to be related to narrative and dialogic strategies that are used in literary texts for the expression of stance with the alternative stance-clauses.
One of the cognitive abilities that is regularly reflected in uses of linguistic items and expressions is mental imagery, or construal. According to the basic assumptions of cognitive grammar, as presented in R. Langacker (2000a; 2000b) , mental construal consists in the ability to conceive and portray the same situation in alternate ways, with recourse to different linguistic means that evoke distinct facets of the described situation alongside such parameters as specificity, perspective, prominence, background and some others. There is convergent evidence that construal is involved in the meaning structure of a wide variety of linguistic expressions that can both convey some conceptual content and reflect one's subjective attitudes, or stances, towards that content. For instance, in English the expression of epistemic, perceptual and emotional stance can involve choosing between alternative stance clauses like those in (1), (2) and (3), respectively: ( 
1) I am certain that -It is certain that. (2) I felt as if -It was as if. (3) I am glad that -It is good that.

ДИСКУРСИВНАЯ СЕМАНТИКА И ПРАГМАТИКА
The above clauses are treated among linguistic markers of stance in English which occur, according to the corpus studies of D. Biber and E. Finegan (1989) , D. Biber, S. Johansson et al. (2004, p. 965-986) , across a variety of styles and registers. As shown in the studies on the expression of stance in English conversation (Kärkkäinen, 2003; Kärkkäinen, 2006; Kärkkäinen, 2007; Keysanen, 2007) , academic writing (Hyland, 2005; Hyland, Tse, 2005) and in various kinds of texts in different languages (Berman, 2004) , the speaker's choices in communicating his or her positioning towards the content expressed are dependent on such factors as the type of discourse, the context and the interactive dimension of communication. These factors are analyzed in the studies on stance from the point of view of their relatedness to the meaning and functional properties of stance expressions taken as a whole and included into particular contexts of oral or written communication. However, the choice of composite expressions of stance like those in (1)-(3) may be influenced -to a greater or lesser degree -by a particular conceptual and/or communicative contribution of the expressions' constituents, such as clausal subjects and predicates (as suggested, for instance, in Langacker, 2000a, p. 152) .
From a cognitive perspective, the contrast between the clausal subjects in (1)-(3), can be described as a distinction between two conceptual archetypes: participant and setting (Langacker, 1987) . Generally, a conceptual archetype is defined in Langacker's theory of cognitive grammar (Langacker, 2000a, p. 24) as a conceptual structure which is grounded in experience and which includes various sorts of "the experience of perceiving, of thinking and of feeling emotions". It is assumed, according to the suggested view, that the conceptual archetype "participant" is a discrete dynamic entity, typically a person that plays a key role in the structuring of a (clausal) situation or event. The archetype "setting" in turn is characterized as a kind of location or region that has spatial and/or temporal extension. It is considered that this conceptual archetype can take the form of abstract setting, or mental expanse that delineates "a scope of awareness" in a particular context of discourse (Langacker, 2011, p. 206-208) .
In examples (1)-(3), the first-person pronoun points to a participant, or stancetaker. On the other hand, anticipatory it indicates in each case the (respective) stancetaker's scope of awareness, or abstract setting. Consequently, the I and the it in these examples are not entirely dissociated, but rather, related to each other metonymically: whereas the participant [P]-pronoun (I) invokes a person as the subject of judgmentmaking, the setting [S]-pronoun (it) makes reference to the person's mental sphere activated in a discourse. In actual usage events, a speaker can either choose between clauses headed by P-or S-subjects or use them alternatively, as in (4) and (5) Obviously in (4), the clauses headed by P-vs. S-subjects (you and it, respectively) convey very similar perceptual and epistemic stances of the I-narrator. In (5), the sim-ilarity of modal and emotional stances expressed by the clauses with it vs. I is stressed through the use of also (in the second clause) as a marker of cohesion.
Alternative uses of clauses with P-and S-subjects are also to be found in dialogic interactions, as in the following fragment of conversation: (6) The dialogue in (6) illustrates the case of alternations in the expression of uncertain supposition. Whereas the question is expressed by a P-subject clause (Did you never have the feeling), the answer contains both P-and S-subject clauses used synonymously (I never did. It never occurred to me).
The question that examples like (4), (5) and (6) posit is the motivation for the speaker-conceptualizer to start a stance-clause by invoking a stance-taker as a participant in the use of a referring expression (typically a personal pronoun) or by the implicit reference to the stance-taker's scope of awareness, or setting, in the use of non-referential anticipatory it.
AIMS, DATA AND THEORETICAL PREREQUISITES OF THE STUDY
The aim of the proposed paper is to reveal the nature and discourse motivations of mental construal manifested in choosing the above mentioned stance-clauses headed by either P-or S-subjects. To this end, the following questions are addressed: (1) the discursively relevant facets of the conceptual content that are invoked through alternations of P-and S-subjects; (2) the nature of contextual factors that make the use of a particular stance-clause felicitous or non-felicitous.
With the general discourse orientation of the study, the paper takes up the following theoretical points: (a) the assumption on the anchoring of linguistic meaning in the acts of speech activity that is structured by motives, purposes and speech performance as such, with the latter constituted by speech actions and speech operations (Leontiev, 1975; 1981; 2006a; 2006b) , including sign operations of designation, or giving a name, and predication, or attributing a property to a designated thing or phenomenon (Kubryakova, 1986 ); (b) the assumption on the role of the processes of discourse-driven conceptualization and categorization in making choices of linguistic items for the generation of utterances (Kubryakova, 2004; 2012) ; (b) the claims substantiated in S. Garrod and M.J. Pickering (2004; 2013) , J. Stewart, O. Gapenne and E.A. Di Paolo (2010) on the crucial role of dialogic interactions and coordinating activities in the generation, shaping and enactment of meaning, in particular linguistic meaning, as shown in D. Bottineau (2010) .
The proposed analysis is based on data that come from literary texts, namely, the detective novel "The Spy who Came In from the Cold" by John Le Carré (2000) , the book of stories "The Rendezvous and Other Stories" by Daphne Du Maurier (2008) and the philosophical and psychological novel "The Mind Parasites" by Colin Wilson (2000) . The overall corpus of correlative stance-clauses like those in (1)-(3) includes about 350 examples that occur both in dialogical and narrative parts of the texts.
ДИСКУРСИВНАЯ СЕМАНТИКА И ПРАГМАТИКА Generally, stance expressions in which the speakers (including the I-narrator) pronounce their judgments about the described events are used rather frequently in all the mentioned texts. In some cases the correlative clauses occur in different parts of narration, which implies the narrator's choice of one available expression over another one, as it happens in (7) and (8) Similarly, one of the alternative stance clauses may be chosen in dialogic discourse, as shown in (9) and (10) The analyzed texts also contain more subtle cases like (4), (5) and (6) mentioned previously and the one in (11) where the stance-clauses with the P-and S-subjects (I and it, respectively) co-occur in two subsequent clauses:
In (11), the choice of the stance-clauses with P-and S-subjects is accompanied by the explicit contrast of the latter, which may be indicative of some discursively relevant cognitive distinctions.
In addressing the previously mentioned research questions the subsequent analysis of linguistic data in section 3 focuses on the following two issues: (a) the possibilities of the communicative and syntactic structuring of stance-clauses with the chosen P-vs. S-subjects; (b) the discursive motivations and/or purposes that underlie the choice and (sometimes) contrastive uses of clauses.
THE PARTICIPANT SETTING DISTINCTION IN THE CONTEXT OF SPEECH ACTIVITY
The regularities of the communicative perspective and the syntactic sequencing of a clause with a chosen subject (here: P or S) are reflected both in the choice of linguistic items that collocate with the subject in question and in the potential for the discursive structuring of the content conveyed.
Predications with P vs. S subjects: felicity conditions and constraints
The choice of linguistic units and their sequencing in predications with P-and Ssubjects manifest three important distinctions.
First, predications that can be attributed to P-and S-subjects are not totally identical in the expression of epistemic stance. Similarities between the respective clauses are usually fairly obvious in cases of expressing the epistemic state of belief or certainty, as in (12) The alternation of stance-clauses in the expression of the stance-taker's certainty occurs, for instance, in (13) where the speaker switches from the P-subject clause (we have become convinced that) to the one with the S-subject (it is our conviction that): However, the epistemic state of (one's individual) knowledge or doubt can be attributed only to a P-subject (such as I), but not to the S-subject, expressed by anticipatory it, cf.:
The demonstrated constraint shows that the S-subject it which invokes a stancetaker's scope of awareness, or mentally represented region, cannot be equated with the actual state of affairs that makes the content of one's knowledge or doubt. On the other hand, as shown in (12) and (13), mentally represented content that underlies a person's convictions or beliefs can be easily attributed to anticipatory it. To put it more generally, the choice of a stance-clause with a P-vs. S-subject in a discourse presupposes one of the formats in which a subsequent proposition is regarded: the format of actual reality (with a P-subject) or mentally represented reality (with the S-subject it).
Second, using a P-subject in a stance-clause always involves the operation of reference-making to a stance-taker. Reference-making is always in a communicative focus of a P-subject clause and the use of negation in such a clause entails a change of reference. Thus, a negative transformation of (15) in (16) In (18), the negative particle not bears on the attributed stance (does not seem absurd) and on reference to the implied stance-taker ('it' does not seem absurd to someone). However, the S-subject it evokes the same scope of mental awareness. In both (17) and (18), anticipatory it identifies the activated mental sphere as a whole, which is followed ДИСКУРСИВНАЯ СЕМАНТИКА И ПРАГМАТИКА by its further specification through the attributed stance (seems / does not seem absurd) and the subsequent complement clause. What comes into a communicative focus with the S-subjects here is the way the mentally represented picture (it) is identified through a particular epistemic positioning. Therefore, the choice between the expression of stance with P-and S-subjects in (15) and (17) is dependent on a discursively relevant distinction between the operations of reference (with P-subjects) and identification (with S-subjects).
Third, predications that can be attributed to P-vs. S-subjects differ in the way they are elaborated in representing a stance-taking event. Thus, P-subjects activate a typical schema of an event that has a temporal slot. In a P-subject stance-clause the slot can be filled by a temporal expression that refers to a particular point in time when the event happened, for instance: In (19), the adverbial half an hour later puts the stance-taking event I felt on a temporal plane with respect to another event described in the text.
Unlike P-subjects, anticipatory it invites a stance-predication that can specify a way in which the stance-taking event is internally experienced by the stance-taker. One of the most frequent experiences that happened to the I-narrator of C. Wilson's novel was that of unexpectedness. This is reflected in frequent uses of the adverb suddenly in Ssubject clauses, as in (18) The distinction manifested in the attribution of very similar perceptual stances to Pvs. S-subjects (I felt as though -It was as if) in (19) and (20) points to the stancetaker's choice between a participant as a constituent of an event-schema (alongside its other constituents including temporal ones) and abstract setting (or scope of mental awareness) as a constituent of an internal experience.
All the three mentioned distinctions between P-and S-subjects occur in the acts of attributing stance-predications to them in discourse. Given that any discursive or utterance-generation event presents a systemic whole that is driven (as shown, for instance, in E.V. Sidorov (2009; 2011) with reference to linguistic material) by the mechanism of mutual alignment and coordination of the speaker-addressee speech activities, choosing one of the mentioned discursively relevant facet associated with the participantsetting distinction would also point to a contextually anchored communicative choice of the stance-taker.
The factor of adjustment to the utterance comprehension in choosing between P vs. S subjects
There are two addressees of the stance-taker's speech activity that are presupposed in the analyzed texts and whose comprehension (presenting also a type of speech activity) is at issue: one is a (generalized) reader of the text and the other is a fictional character involved in a dialogue with another character (including the I-narrator). Ensuring the comprehension of the stance-taker's positioning on the part of both addressees is effect-ed through the stance-taker's resort to communicative techniques that are adjusted to the context in which a particular stance is expressed. The language of the texts allows to distinguish three basic communicative factors that motivate the choice of P-or Ssubjects in the expression of stance. It will be shown below that all these factors are directly related to the three mentioned distinctions between the respective conceptual archetypes.
First, by enacting the actuality format of reality in using a P-subject the stancetaker emphasizes the factivity status of the stance-taking event as a whole. By contrast, the use of the S-subject it amounts to the activation of the focus of attention in one's positioning towards a certain state of affairs described in the subsequent clause. The distinction between the communicative strategy of actualizing one's stance vs. that of establishing the focus of attention can be the source of rhetorical effects in oral speech, as in (21) In (21), the alternation in the expression of the same epistemic truth positioning with S-and P-subjects (it's wrong to think -we're mistaken to think) allows the stancetaker to switch from the summary mental image in the stance-taking event (it) to the actual stance-taker (we) who is supposed to take (further) steps on the basis of the actual positioning.
The actualization of the stance-taker's positioning may also be important in the expression of emotion, as in the following example: The example in (22) describes a situation with two participants (referred to as he and I). The communicative necessity to present both participants as equally involved in the described situation motivates the use of a P-subject (I) in the expression of stance: I was surprised that.
Unlike (22), the example in (23) has only one prominent participant -the girl mentioned at the start of the initial sentence. The stance-taker, Mrs. Ellis, who is making judgments about the girl is represented with a lesser degree of salience. This motivates the establishment of the focus of attention (it) rather than making direct reference to the stance-taker in the expression of surprise (it was a wonder): The actualization of one's stance acquires a high degree of relevance when the expressed subjective positioning is no less important than situations to which a particular stance is taken. For instance, in (24) the speaker's emotional stance of relief is actualized through self-reference as a participant (I) in a highly emotional situation: (24) In the given example the speaker is emotionally involved in the described situation, which is conveyed lexically by means of words and expressions referring to emotions (such as "be relieved", "feel", "a very embarrassing position"). On the other hand, in cases when it is a particular state of affairs which is at issue, rather than a stance towards the described situation, the choice of a stance clause with it appears to be more appropriate, as in (25) Second, the distinction between the operations of reference-making and identification involved in the differentiated uses of P-and S-subjects is usually triggered off by the stance-taker's dialogic choice between subjectivizing the reported stance in the first case and, on the contrary, objectivizing the stance in question by giving it a general identification (it). For instance, in (26), the epistemic event of mental apprehension (began to see) is presented with reference to specific individuals (we), which is aimed at establishing (cohesive) links with other individual events happening to the characters involved: (26) Contrastively to (26), the description of a similar epistemic event in a clause with the S-subject it (it became clear) in (27) The use of anticipatory it in the above example fits the generic construal of the situation described in the subordinate clause and contributes to its presentation in a more objective manner.
The use of anticipatory it for objectivizing one's stance is communicatively significant when the scope of mental awareness is intended to be shared by the participants of a conversation, as in (28) In (28), the dialogic appeal of the speaker (and stance-taker) is meant to activate one commonly shared mental picture (it) that can be negotiated or discussed (isn't it). In this context, the stance-taker's possible self-reference through the use of the pronoun we (We are happy to be alive, aren't we?) would subjectivize the expressed positive stance and would sound less interactively oriented. On the other hand, when a stancetaker's positive positioning cannot be the object of discussion, as in self-presentation in (29), the use of the requisite personal pronoun becomes the only possibility: The contrast between clauses with P-and S-subjects as manifestation of the distinction between the discourse strategies of subjectivizing vs. objectivizing one's speech is also obvious in cases when the subjects are followed by modal predicates. Thus, the attribution of the modal predicate should think to the P-subject I in (30) serves to convey the uncertainty of the specific speaker in the expression of his epistemic positioning: (30) Owing to the specific reference of the P-subject I in the above example the stance clause with the modal predicate as a whole (I should think) is understood as a specific subjective positioning of the speaker. By contrast, the collocation of anticipatory it with a modal predicate in a correlative epistemic clause (it would seem) in (31) The context of free indirect discourse representing the character's inner speech in which the above example occurs suggests that this very character (Scrivener) is the subject of the mentioned epistemic positioning. However, similar to the uses of it as S-subjects in (21), (23) and (25) the use of the pronoun in this case introduces a summary mental picture, which activates the interpretation of the subsequent modal predicate (would seem) as referring to the way the picture could be imagined independently of one's individual perceptions. This kind of interpretation invites the alignment of any (potential) reader with the expressed stance.
Third, the distinction between P-and S-subjects as constituents of event-schemas vs. those of internal experiences acquires communicative significance through the stancetaker's choice of either reporting a stance-event by filling its "slots", including a participant's slot, or commenting on this event by focusing on the activated mental sphere (it) and specifying the nature of experience in the stance-predication. As mentioned previously, the reporting mode of presenting a stance-event helps to associate its participant with the temporal location of the event in question and thus -to connect all the events in a network of their dynamic interrelationships. Thus, similar to the case in example (19), the report of a stance-event with the P-subject he in (32) allows to describe the event in question ("having an idea") in a series of other events that follow each other in a temporal sequence: (32) The clause with anticipatory it in the above example does not relate the described epistemic state to the previously mentioned internal experience (the character's feeling "an intensity of fever"), but rather, introduces a comment on that experience.
Similar to (32), the use of a P-subject clause in (34) helps to present the experienced perceptual stance (felt as if) as directly related (here: through a causal link) to the previously mentioned event: Unlike (34), a comment on a similar perceptual stance-event in (35) motivates the choice of a clause with the S-subject (it was as if), which, again, places the focus on the activated domain of mental awareness (it) and zooms in on the event, rather than relates it to the previously mentioned one: Despite the use of the temporal indicator then in the above example, there is no obvious temporal link with the previously mentioned event, but rather, a close look at (or a comment on) the internal perceptual experience.
The discussed contrast between clauses with P-and S-subjects as associated with the distinction between event-frames and internal experiences, respectively, is reflected in different functions of the adverb now in these clauses. Thus, the use of now in a P-subject clause, as in (36), puts the described epistemic event (was aware) on a temporal plane with respect to the previously mentioned event (he said): The use of now with the preceding and in the above example signals that there is a point in time (now) that separates the stance event (he was aware) from the prior speech event (he said). This use of now fits the definition of the adverb that is formulated in Cambridge Dictionary of the English Language in the following way: "used in stories or reports of past events to describe a new situation or event" (Cambridge Online: http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/now).
Unlike (36), the use of now in the example below introduces the point at which the prior event(s) are interpreted rather than located in a temporal sequence: (37) In (37), the clause with anticipatory it construes the epistemic positioning of the character (it was clear that) as an internal experience where now marks the point of mental apprehension which results from the analysis of the prior event (he'd told them to leave her alone). In this context, the adverb now can be defined in the following way: "used when describing a situation that is the result of what someone just said or did" (Cambridge Dictionary Online: http://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/now). The connotation of result that is introduced by now into the sentence as a whole comes from the implication of mental awareness and the associated sense of mental processing, or analysis, that is activated by anticipatory it in this discursive context. The connotation of analysis, in turn, contributes to the realization of narrative strategy of commenting on the epistemic experience by contrast with the strategy of reporting a similar experience (it was clear that -he was aware that) in a temporal sequence.
CONCLUSION
The conducted study of alternations in uses of stance-clauses headed by subjects that refer to either participants or abstract setting as two distinct types of conceptual archetypes has shown that cognitive differences between the linguistic units signifying the two conceptual structures (typically, personal pronouns vs. anticipatory it) are rooted in the discursively relevant facets of these structures and are motivated in actual discourse by communicative distinctions made in the context of speech. It has been established that the choice of stance expressions with participant-and setting-subjects is motivated, respectively, by the distinctions that arise in discourse between actual and mentally represented types of reality, the contrast between reference-making and viewing as types of cognitive events and the distinction between event-schemas and mental experiences. As evidenced by linguistic data, these discursively relevant distinctions are related to narrative and dialogic strategies that are used in literary texts for the expression of stance with the alternative stance-clauses.
